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Abstract — The immediate causes of accidents are often identified as human error or technical failure
but the investigation and analysis of the circumstances surrounding major industrial accidents such as Three
Mile Island, Chernobyl and Kings Cross have revealed issues beyond the immediate causes. These issues
relate to wider considerations of the safety culture. The safety culture of an organization is very complex
and hard to study , but it is possible to examine norms that make up the culture. This paper focuses on
environmental attitudes and actions among managerial and non-managerial workers in high risk industry
such as chemical industries. The main purpose is to get a better understanding of safety culture and to
develop measuring tool by examining their nature and strength and by analysing underlying factors that

offer explanations for attitudinal differences.
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Fig. 1. System model of Process Safety Culture.
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Table 1. Detail item of classified estimation tools.
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7 F5 | BRIYE | oHFYPE
HSCST 72 9 0 81
08SQ 153 12 11 176
0SCQ 80 10 0 90
CSCQ 49 10 3 62
LSCAT 44 3 0 47
QSCQ 319 1 0 320

HSCST: Health & Safety Climate Survey Tool

0SQ: Offshore Safety Questionnaire

0OSCQ: Offshore Safety Climate Questionnaire

CSCQ: Computerised Safety Climate Questionnaire
LSCAT: Louborough Safety Climate Assessment Toolkit
QSCQ: Quest Safety Climate Questionnaire
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Table 2. Re-sorting of existing estimation items for major items.
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Fig. 2. Estimation factors of process safety culture.
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Table 3. Calculating dimension scores.

Factors Scoring Drive | Multiply | No. of
by by Items
96-(Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 8
M1 +Item 9 + Item 10 + Item 11 + Item 12 + Item 13 + Item 14 + Item 15 + Item 80 10 16
16)
M2 30-(Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item &) + Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 5 40 10 8
M3 54-(Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 9 50 10 10
+ Item 10) + Item 8
= + +
w1 54-(Item 1 + Item 3 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 8 + Item 9 + Item 50 10 10
10) + Item 4
w2 36-(Item 1 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 7 + Item 8) + Item 2 + Item 6 40 10
W3 12-(Item 2 + Item 3) + Item | + Item 4 20 10
72-(Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 8
w4 60 10 12
+ Item 9 + Item 10 + Item 11 + Item 12)
W5 54-(Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 9 50 10 10
+ Item 10) + Item 8
w6 42-(Item 1 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 8 + Item 40 10 g
9 + Item 10) + Item 2
w7 (6 - Item 4) + Item 1 + Item 2 + Item 3 + Item 5 + Item 6 + Item 7 + Item 8 40 10 8
W8 54-(Item 1 + Item 3 + Item 4 + Item 7 + Item 8 + Item10 + Item 11 + Item 65 10 13
12 + Item 13 ) + Iteni 2 + Item 5 Item 6 + Item 9)
M1: Management commitment to safety
M2: Merits of the H&S procedures, instructions, and rules
M3: Accidents & Near-misses

Wil:
Ww2:
W3
w4
W5:
W6:
W7.
W8:

Training & Competence

Job security and Satisfaction

Pressure for production

Communications

Perceptions of personal involvement in H&S
Perceptions of organizational &management to H&S
Rule breaking

Workforce view on state of safety & culture
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